Russell's writings in the broader context of Western discourses, but he radically simplifies Russell's encounter with China and its broader implications for our understanding of Russell. 11 Moreover, these writers ignore how his views evolved over time.
Russell's engagement with China therefore requires a new understanding. First, The Problem of China is the synthesis of Russell's earlier China writings, which have largely been ignored. This rereading, in turn, prompts a new theoretical understanding of Russell's writings in the context of East-West relations, as approximated by Orientalism . "Orientalism", according to Edward Said's classic of the same name, is a cultural system through which Western politicians, businessmen, and intellectuals came (and come) to know, and through this to control, the East.
12 This intellectual system and general Western attitude help explain the historical tradition Russell stepped into when he went to and wrote about China. Said's generalizations, however, would be incomplete without considering the specific historical tradition of Western advisors to China as described in Jonathan Spence's To Change China. Spence writes that from the "1620s through the 1950s … men placed their technical skills at the disposal of the Chinese.… Their cumulative lives have a curious continuity."
13
To spread their ideologies to China, they wrapped them in useful technical expertise. The Chinese used this expertise without swallowing ideology. 14 We should understand Russell's China writings in the broad historical context of Orientalism and Western advisors in China, especially since both John Dewey (who visited China contemporaneously) and Chinese intellectual Lin Yutang have received such scholarly reinterpretation since Orientalism was first published.
15
Although Russell reproduced intellectual condescension and cultural essentialism like other Orientalists, he was decidedly anti-imperialist and anti-capitalist, which separates him from them. Similarly, meagre. They treat this time as an insignificant effort to publish for money. 11 See Hayot. 12 Said, Orientalism (1994) , pp. 2-5. This paper takes Said's findings as hypotheses and considers Russell's views in light of these hypotheses. This, together with a comparative method, helps differentiate unique viewpoints from hackneyed ones. 13 Spence, To Change China (1969) , Introduction. 14 Ibid., p. 290. 15 See Wang, John Dewey in China (2007) , and Qian Suoqiao, Liberal Cosmopolitan (2010), respectively.
Russell's reasons for going were as Western-oriented as other Western advisors in China, but were not tied to Western institutions. Instead, they were more personal. Russell's views of China before, during, and after his trip reflect his prior philosophy and Western influences more than an analysis of new information from China and reveal that this was what his Western readers wanted. Bertrand Russell was an intellectually honest but relatively unqualified and imprecise interpreter, not an Orientalist China advisor.
to seek a new hope
The results of Russell's trip had their roots in the trip's beginning: its reason and context. Russell first, if not foremost, needed a salary, a job, and material for saleable journalism. His former lovers, in addition, expected "riveting travelogue writing".
16 Liang Qichao's invitation offered all of the above. At a personal level, he also went to search for answers to Western problems. As he told it in The Problem of China, on his trip down the Volga before going to China: … something lonely and unspoken remained in my heart throughout all the comfortable familiar intellectual talk.… But I found no answer … [it] left me with a terrible questioning pain in which Occidental hopefulness grew pale. It was in this mood that I set out for China to seek a new hope. (P C, pp. 19-20) This hope was moderated by scepticism: Russell feared that his invitation was a joke (Auto. 2: 125). Through his hesitancy, he hoped and believed that he had something to offer China.
17 Practical necessity and philosophical answers, hope and scepticism-these mixed moods marked the beginning of Russell's tenuous relationship with China.
Russell's preconceptions of China were largely Orientalist, but his independence of thought was still present. In 1919, before leaving for China, Russell reviewed a book on China by a fellow Englishman. The 16 Monk, pp. 596, 589. 17 Dora Russell reflects this retrospectively in writing to David Harley, 20 Feb. 1976 (RA Rec. Acq. 649). Upon arriving in China, Russell wrote back home: "I long to help them" ("On the Yangtse"; to Ottoline Morrell, 28 Oct. 1920; Papers 15: 47 See Russell, "Industry in Undeveloped Countries" (1920; Papers 15: 37) . He splits development into three sub-problems, each with a binary choice, and offers solutions with a precision reminiscent of The Problems of Philosophy. 28 Russell, "The Uses of Education" (1920; Papers 15: 40 lack of qualifications, it does reflect Russell's admirable intellectual honesty, for which he has not received due credit.
For these statements, he was commended. At least some of his audience members admired his reasonableness, and he was explicitly remembered as having never given "advice to the Chinese as to their immediate political difficulties".
34 This stance, we could reasonably predict, would prohibit Russell from writing authoritatively about China for the West. Indeed, he himself wrote in 1921, after a few months in China, that "I don't think I shall write on China-it is a complex country, with an old civilization, very hard to fathom."
35
In China, Russell maintained his general stance against religion and tradition. He voiced his stance in The Problems of Philosophy, writing that philosophy (and by extension, all rational thought) can "free us from the tyranny of custom" (PP, p. 243), and similarly in Why I Am Not a Christian: religion is not only untrue, it is also harmful.
36 Russell believed this very consistently. On this point, many of Russell's Chinese contemporaries agreed with him. They also hoped that China would "escape from" 37 "a mass of China's bad traditions". 38 Both
Russell and his Chinese counterparts lived in a broader intellectual climate critical of religion and tradition. More importantly, in the absence of specific knowledge about tradition and religion in China, Russell leveraged his preexisting beliefs to come to quick conclusions about the new material he encountered. This tactic acquired political implications when Russell recommended that China first and foremost needed Western scientific education. Russell did not come to this belief based on an understanding of China specifically; he advocated it from nearly the day he arrived. Although Russell privately acknowledged that he was "pretending to be a sage", he still claimed to know "they need chiefly education". that he could not simply publish the opinions he expressed in his letters.
Russell's views, sometimes inconsistent with his private opinions, gained geopolitical significance when he discussed Chinese politics and industrialization. These two fields lie at the intersection of academic study, general concern, and the assertion of power-an intersection at which Western scholarship became a tool of imperialism. (1922) . 77 Coleman, The Far East Unveiled (1918) . sources, we could expect Russell's views to change.
Russell's view of education in China is, once again, the primary example of how his recommendations did not change. He writes that China's primary task would be to "secure practical and intellectual training from the white nations without becoming their slaves" (P C, pp. . The reform of education, he later reiterated, had to be Western, because Western scientific knowledge was more useful than traditional Chinese learning (ibid., p. 21). Scholars have considered Russell's views as reflected in The Problem of China, but none have recognized the degree to which his important beliefs overpowered China-specific understanding that he could have acquired during or after his trip. In fact, everything but a few insertions in the chapter "Higher Education in China" is copied directly from Russell's article of the same title published midway through his stay in China. This chapter should once again lead us to question the source of Russell's ideas.
The bulk of The Problem of China discusses geopolitics based on a static, monolithic image of Chinese culture. First, Russell surveys Chinese history based on Western writings on the topic in the brief chapter "China before the Nineteenth Century".
78 This chapter synthesizes the work of preeminent sinologists such as James Legge for a mass audience; it does not represent original research. 79 Citing expert opinions and explaining Chinese culture as a product of its "ideographic" writing system appear to be thoughtful considerations to a casual reader, but are in fact Orientalist tropes.
80
The following chapters set China on a Western map by measuring it against European marks of civilization: democracy, economic development, and liberal values. Chapter 3, "China and the Western Powers", lays out the same basic relationship outlined above: China must learn from the West (P C, pp. Poetry (1964) . The ideographic myth is debunked in DeFrancis, "The Ideographic Myth" (1984).
unoriginal conclusion: "though as yet incompetent in politics and backwards in economic development, [the Chinese] have, in other respects, a civilization at least as good as our own" (ibid., p. 61). In Russell Russell betrays this fact by calling "the fight against the family" [system, i.e. "Confucian culture"] "inevitable" (P C, p. 76). Just as he adapted his general theories for a Chinese audience, these three chapters are an addition necessary to complete a comprehensive introduction to China for Westerners in a form familiar to them. Because Japan was geopolitically connected to China, Russell then turns to Japan's history, culture, and political situation, giving us a unique comparison with the work's comments on China. Japanese history is unique, and Russell addresses it as such, but again through Western scholarship. Russell's account of Japanese history, in fact, is almost completely based on a series of citations from James Murdoch, a Westerner. Particularly, Japan's task comes down, in Russell's account, to modernizing through Western education (P C, pp. 119-20) . This recommendation also includes cultural changes, however, because Russell critiques the elements of Western culture he saw in Japan (ibid.) . Both sets of recommendations view the East in reference to the merits and faults of the West, and try to move China and Japan, respectively, to embody the best of Western progress and Eastern wisdom.
Based on this historical understanding, Russell discusses current events. To the extent that these chapters are encyclopedic and speculative, they are irrefutable or unremarkable. He reviews "the decisions arrived at in" the Washington Conference, focusing the future of China on Western soil and in Western hands (ibid., p. 156). Originality picks up again in the following chapters, which discuss Chinese culture and compare it to Western culture. To properly understand this originality, we must compare this chapter with similar writings about China.
Russell, like his peers within China, wrote with a critical eye towards improving China, its culture, and its people, particularly through science. Lack of science, for Russell, is the defining deficiency of Chinese civilization (P C, p. 48). For all his compliments, science is for Russell practically the definition of knowledge, and China's lack of it is damning. Despite this, Russell paints China as something to be "ruined", 83 which portrays the East as unchanging and passive, in a comment critiqued even at the time by his counterpart, John Dewey. "the wisdom of the East" (p. 234). Specifically, he referenced the Chinese doctrine of the Golden Mean as "uninteresting", but "true" (ibid., p. 230). Although it is unclear whether this learning came from his time in China or his English reading about China, Russell found some part of the "new hope" he had sought. In 1931, when writing his Autobiography, he took the chance to paint his picture of the trip. Here his students, no longer lazy and stupid, are called "charming" and "intelligent" (Auto. 2: 127). The country as a whole, although he had denied that China is unchanging, is said to have the "beauty of ancient civilization", an essential "respect for intelligence", and to be "filled with philosophic calm" and "incredible contrasts" (Auto. 2: 126, 129). This chapter closes the book on the incongruities of Russell's trip. Russell, like many of the advisors in Spence's history of them, went to China for reasons as much personal as altruistic. He made sincere attempts to be intellectually honest and humble, but a combination of factors led him to publish on China nonetheless. This is not, of course, to say that Russell's China writings were wrong. Rather, their evolution reveals how larger historical forces shaped Russell's views and their publication. Orientalism, for example, approximates the Western set of standards for his writings, explaining much of their topography. Orientalism, however, obscures Russell's fight against many powerful Western political and intellectual institutions. He used China as a springboard for a critique of the West. Russell's trip to China, then, was for much less than "to change China" and for much more than to Orientalize it. Neither captures his contradictions or his intellectual honesty.
From this story, then, we can draw a few lessons about Russell specifically and Western advisors during this era generally. First, Russell was both more intellectually honest and less rigorous than he has gotten credit for. He was able to recognize many of the faults of Orientalism, but not able to avoid making them himself. Second, he was not a simple agent of imperialism, as both To Change China and Orientalism might suggest. This raises the general conclusion that Western intellectuals had idiosyncratic relationships with Western "Deliver China From Her Bondage", The New Leader, 10 July 1925; "What Is Happening in China?" The Socialist Review, March 1926 , "The White Peril in China", The New Leader, 17 Sept. 1926 "Where Is China Going?", Jewish Daily Forward, 13 Feb. 1927. power structures, and that these relationships complicate a simple reading of their motivations. Additionally, Russell's writings raise the possibility that thinkers East and West can use each other as comparisons and foils for powerful internal critiques, but that this process risks simplifying the other. Finally, our story reveals the impressive degree to which Russell leveraged his authority before 1920 into credibility on a topic he knew relatively little about, and that his audience did not perceive the intellectual or personal limits of his work. This story, then, is a warning to both writers and readers of Western knowledge about the East.
